Author's Closure
The author would like to thank Mr. Bayles for pointing out some restrictions which apply to the examples chosen in reference [1] , As shown by Mr. Bayles in his discussion one of the conclusions drawn in reference f 1] is therefore invalid.
'By H. M. Haydl, published in the September, 1969 The writers would like to point out that the author's definition of the Bessel function order, p, in terms of the area variation, -n, renders the author's equation (12) invalid for those cases in which n > 1. This observation follows from consideration of the derivatives of the function
where Z p (x) is a cylinder function. The derivatives differ de- pending upon the sign associated with the exponent of x. hi terms of n, the author makes the following definitions
The derivatives presented by the author in equation (12) are valid only for positive exponents /i in our equation (1). Thus, if positive order Bessel functions are desired in the author's equation (11), the derivatives of these must take into account the negative sign of /x f or n > 1. That is,
The writer wishes to thank Professor Lawrence and Mr. Larson for pointing out an oversight in the paper. In order to apply the results to the case n > 1 one simply replaces all the Bessel functions of order (p -1) by that of order (p + 1). 
Instability of a Mechanical System Induced by an Impinging Fluid Jet 1
A. D. KERR. 2 In the analytical formulation of the model, the authors included the response of the lower line spring into the response of the rotational spring at the base. This is a questionable practice which usually results, in an erroneous description of the postbuckhng response of a structure. To show this, consider the two simple systems and their equilibrium branches, shown in Pigs. 1 and 2. Note the very different postbuckhng response. In particular note that the equilibrium branch of the system with a line spring, shown in Fig. 1 , is "imperfection sensitive" whereas the equilibrium branch of the system with a rotational spring, shown in Fig. 2 , is "imperfection insensitive."
In the paper the authors are looking for the reason why the instability loads obtained from the tests are lower than those predicted by their analysis. The foregoing comments suggest that the incorporation of the response of the line spring connected to the lower bar into the response of the rotational spring at the base, may be partly responsible for this disagreement.
Authors' Closure
While Professor Kerr's observation is valid, the results presented in Fig. 14 of our paper are essentially unaltered if we implement his suggestion. That is, for values of <pi and <pi within the experimental range, curves C to E in Fig. 14 of the original paper are not changed noticeably even if we include the Closure, where P is plotted against <pi for indicated values of the initial imperfection. Here the dashed curves (13 = 1.0) are the same as those in Fig. 14 of the original paper, while the solid curves (/3 = 0.0) correspond to a case in which the line (coil) spring is endowed with the entire stiffness of the lower bar; the dash-dot curves pertain to the case in which each spring has 50 percent of the total stiffness (j3 = 0.5). As is seen, for <pi < 0.2, which certainly covers the entire experimental range, no noticeable change in the results can be detected.
Finally, we would like to use this opportunity and point out that in Table 1 of our paper, the physical dimension of the stiffnesses Ki and Ki should be changed to dyn cm (instead of gm cm), and that of K 3 to dyn/cm. Moreover, the value of Kt should be changed to 9.12 X 10 6 and 9.02 X 10 6 for Systems I and II, respectively.
